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Senate Minutes 
January 25, 1982 
1293 
1. Corrections to Senate Minutes 1292. 
2. Remarks from Vice President and Provost Martin 
CALENDAR 
3. 309 Request for Faculty Emeritus Status. Approved motion to consider this item 
at the next Senate meeting. Docket 251. 
4. 310 Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Status. Docketed in regular order. 
Docket 252. 
OLD/NEW BUSINESS 
5. The Chair nominated and the Senate confirmed the appointments of the following 
individuals to the Ad Hoc Committee on Grade Inflation: Ken DeNault, Marv Jensen, 
Hoyt Wilson, Bruce Rogers and Robert Leahy. 
6. Approved lists of September, October and December graduating students. 
7. The Chair proposed that an oral report on philosophy and current activities be 
made to the Senate by the Chairs of the Curriculum Committee and the General 
Education Committee. 
8. Approved as amended the Report of the Hallberg-Remington Committee to establish 
procedures for evaluation of the UNI Educational Opportunity Program. 
The University Faculty Senate was called to order at 4:01p.m., January 25, 1982, in 
the Board Room by Chairperson Davis. 
Present: Abel, Baum, Cawelti, D. Davis, J. Duea, Erickson, Glenn, Hallberg, Hollman, 
Millar, Noack, Remington, Richter, Sandstrom, Story, TePaske, Yager (ex-
officio) 
Alternates: Cooney for Geadelmann 
Absent: J. Alberts, Heller 
Memhers of the press were requested to identify themselves. Mr. Jeff Moravec, Cedar 
Falls Record, Karen Miller of the Northern Iowan, Mike Day of KWLO radio, and Pam 
Hildebrand of KWWL T.V. were in attendance. 
1. Corrections to Senate Minutes 1292. On page 5, the last paragraph, the third line 
should read "or empty or useless courses are constantly created only as a means to 
justify credits for." On page 6, the second to the last paragraph, the last sentence, 
delete "strive" and replace with "striving." 
2. Vice President and Provost Martin rose and addressed the Senate. Dr. Martin in-
dicated that based on the governor's budget message there is some hope for the next 
biennium. He indicated that the University had received a relatively friendly reception 
at a legislative hearing which was held last week. He stated the University's position 
was that the cuts made to last year's budget be restored to this year's budget. 
Dr. Martin indicated there was a bill in the legislature for the creation of a 
state-wide personnel department. He stated the universities are to be exempt under 
provisions of the current bill. He indicated that it is to the University's advantage 
to remain exempt and progress will be closely monitored to be sure the exemption re-
mains in the bill. 
Dr. Martin stated that the Academic Master Plan Committee is considering reducing 
its size by one half. The proposed reduction would still provide for three student 
members. 
Senator Sandstrom asked Dr. Martin if the audit of the EOP accounts had been completed 
and if any results would be available. Dr. Martin responded that the audit is com-
pleted and the results will be out in a day or two. Senator Sandstrom asked if the 
00285-520 accounts were also audited or if only 31131 accounts were audited. Dr. 
Martin responded that the Culture House account only was audited, which was the 
activity fee account. 
Chairperson Davis asked if any Senate action was necessary on the reduction of the 
Master Plan Committee. Dr. Martin responded by indicating that the Master Plan Com-
mittee was a presidential committee and therefore no action was required. 
A student was recognized from the audience. Mr. Ron Langford indicated that the 
request was for an audit of the entire EOP budget and was not designed to be limited 
to one specific account. Dr. Martin stated that the audit does not cover all accounts, 
but covers only the activity fee portion, about which there were specific complaints. 
CALENDAR 
3. 309 Request for Faculty Emeritus Status. 
Remington moved, Cawelti seconded to docket for consideration at the next regular 
Senate meeting. 
Motion passed. Docket 251. 
4. 310 Report of Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Status. (See Appendix A.) 
Abel moved, Hallberg seconded to docket in regular order. Motion passed. Docket 
252. 
The Chair indicated a letter concerning the proposal would be distributed prior to 
the next Senate meeting. 
OLD/NEW BUSINESS 
5. The Chair indicated his nominees for the Ad Hoc Committee on Grade Inflation were: 
Ken DeNault, Marv Jensen, Hoyt Wilson, Bruce Rogers, and Robert Leahy. With the 
consent of the Senate these individuals were appointed to the Committee. The Chair 
indicated that the Committee will have the responsibility of electing their own 
chairperson. 
6. The Registrar's office presented to the Senate a list of graduates from September 15, 
1981, October 17, 1981, and December 12, 1981. (Due to the length of this list, it will 
not appear in the Senate Minutes.) 
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Abel moved, Erickson seconded to approve the list of University graduates of September 15, 
1981, October 17, 1981, and December 12, 1981. Motion passed. 
The Chair indicated he would like to propose to the Senate that the Chairpersons of 
the Curriculum Committee and the General Education Committee make an oral presentation 
to the Senate on their philosophy and current activities. 
8. The Senate had before it the following documents. (See Appendix B.) 
Sandstrom moved and it was seconded to approve the Hallberg-Remington committee report 
to establish procedures for the evaluation of the UNI Educational Opportunity Program. 
Professor Lee Brown addressed the Senate. He indicated that he acknowledged the 
comprehensive job that Senators Hallberg and Remington did. He, however, pointed 
out that he disagreed with some parts in a minor way and other parts in a major way. 
On part one, which deals with the alleged illegal use of drugs, he stated that while 
it may be a legal subject, any program at UNI should be subject to investigation. 
He stated that as long as students have the perception that individuals are using 
drugs that a report should be made, and therefore, this section of the committee's 
report should be amended. 
UNISA President Rusty Martin addressed the Senate. He stated that UNISA was hoping 
that the audit conducted would be an audit of the entire EOP budget and that the 
audit would be conducted by an agency outside the University. He questioned what 
a review of an internal audit was and what that review would accomplish. He stated 
that UNISA was seeking an outside audit and would encourage such an amendment to this 
report. 
Professor Ruth Anderson rose and addressed the Senate. She stated that she had 
difficulties with the section on page 5, part V, section C. She stated she was 
unfamiliar with the organization called the Mid-American Association of Educational 
Opportunity Program Personnel. She stated that if there is a Southeastern or other 
regional group she would prefer that a different geographical group be involved in 
the review. She inquired if UNI was a member of the Mid-American group. (Although 
individual members of the University faculty or administration may be members of the 
Mid-American Association of Educational Opportunity Program Personnel, neither the 
University nor any organization within the University holds a membership in this 
organization. 
Senator Duea indicated that there was some confusion with the report of the original 
commitee of five. She questioned what constitutes EOP: does EOP constitute just the 
academic program or does it include UNI-CUE, the Culture Center, etc? 
Senator Hallberg responded by stating that, according to Mr. Norris Hart, the EOP 
consists of five parts which include: 1) the On-Campus EOP, 2) the Graduate 
EOP, 3) UNI-CUE, 4) Upward Bound, and 5) the Culture House. 
Question was raised concerning the confusion of whether an academic evaluation 
could cover all five aspects of the EOP. 
Senator Remington indicated that "academic" was to be taken in the context of the 
regular academic evaluation of programs. He stated the evaluation was an evaluation 
of the entire program in an academic environment. 
Vice President Martin reaffirmed his support for an evaluation and stated he believed 
that an external evaluation was a responsible method. He stated that, while the time-
table perhaps was ambitious and that scheduling problems may arise, every effort 
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should be made to accomplish this task. He stated that some forms of evaluation of 
the EOP have occured but that a systematic and complete evaluation has not previously 
been undertaken. 
Senator Duea inquired of Dr. Martin if there had been an internal evaluation of the 
EOP. Vice President Martin indicated that the entire University is audited each year 
by the state and that the Upward Bound program has been evaluated by its federal 
sponsors. He pointed out that nothing was built into the creation of EOP for a 
systematic evaluation and that there has not been a comprehensive internal evaluation. 
Senator Yager complimented the committee on doing an excellent job. She indicated 
that there were two processes and inquired if the same timetable should be used for 
both. She indicated the first process which related to potential wrong-doing was 
urgent. She indicated the second process was the evaluation of the educational 
program. She stated that it was probably not practical or perhaps wise to conduct 
such an evaluation in a relatively short period of time. She questioned if there 
were two tasks whether they could be separated and if we could commence on the urgent 
part immediately and plan on completion of the educational program evaluation by the 
fall semester of 1982. 
Senator Remington questioned if Senator Yager was specifying the alleged illegal 
drug use and the alleged mismanagement of funds as the aspects of wrong-doing. 
Senator Yager responded in the affirmative, stating that this was true as far as 
she knew. 
Professor Lee Brown indicated other areas may also need to be looked at. He 
indicated wrong-doing cannot be ignored. 
Chairperson Davis inquired of Senators Hallberg and Remington if there were other 
specific charges made. Senator Remington replied by indicating none that had any 
legal overtones. Chairperson Davis then stated that therefore the Senate may wish 
to limit its discussion of wrong-doing to parts I and II on page 1. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated it was not proper for the Senate to study the question 
of drug usage. He indicated that rights of evidence and personal rights were involved. 
He indicated that perhaps the Panel on Faculty Conduct review the situation. He 
stated that if an internal audit was not enough, then the petitioners had a right to 
refer the situation to the state auditor's office. He stated there was nothing further 
the Senate could do related to these legal matters. 
Professor Brown indicated that he was talking about perceptions. He indicated if these 
perceptions were overwhelmingly believed that the perceptions needed to be reviewed. 
A student inquired as to who was the academic unit responsible for the internal review 
of the EOP. Senator Hallberg indicated that the internal evaluation of the EOP should 
include the goals, progress and scope of the Program. He indicated that the outside 
evaluation team will review this report and expand upon it and that any faculty member 
or student could contact the team concerning their ideas. He indicated the outside 
team may look into wrong-doing or they may choose to not review this area. Senator 
Hallberg indicated that the review would follow the regular academic review procedure 
of the five component parts of the Educational Opportunity Program. 
Senator Duea inquired if the Office of Student Research had been contacted concerning 
the charge that they conduct a survey of students. 
Director of Student Research Kelso addressed the Senate. He indicated that there 
were two aspects to the request. He indicated that his office could do the part 
4 
concerning the academic success of students. He indicated that such a review is 
currently being worked on in relationship to the Board of Regents Persistence Study 
of undergraduate students who initially enrolled at UNI in the summer of 1975, fall of 
1975, or spring of 1976. He indicated that approximately 100 EOP students could be 
identified as part of that study. In the second part he indicated that a survey 
might best be conducted by the Social and Behavioral Research Center. He indicated 
that Director Kramer will create a proposal to present to the Senate concerning 
something they are currently working on regarding the survey of that aspect of the 
EOP evaluation. 
Senator Remington pointed out that in regular academic departments the students do 
complete an evaluation form and since the EOP is not classified as a regular academic 
program, he felt some survey instrument would need to be created. He pointed out 
that Professor Guillermo is working on establishing a survey and that he has had 
some contact with EOP staff in the creation of the form. Senator Remington stated 
that he believed some administrative office should inspect this form and indicate 
whether it would do the job called for in this proposal. Senator Remington stated 
that if the Office of Student Research was named in this document, that office could 
delegate to any other office or department the actual creation of the survey form. 
Dr. Kelso indicated that he would be happy to work with Director Kramer and to 
evaluate the instrument created by Professor Kramer's center. He indicated that 
since Professor Kramer has the staff and the follow-up facilities it would be only 
reasonable for Professor Kramer's office to originate this survey instrument. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that Professors Kramer and Lutz have strong reputations 
in this area and that he would reinforce Dr. Kelso's statement. 
Chairperson Davis indicated that he would like to discuss specifics, starting with 
the items on the first page. He proposed that the Senate approve the items in a 
piece-by-piece fashion. 
Vice President Martin, speaking on the drugs and mismanagement issues, indicated that 
these were the responsibility of administrative officers. He pointed out that these 
were matters of enforcement of the law. In relationship to the drug question he in-
dicated that it was a very vexing problem since the campus has considerable freedom 
of movement and that the University Security Office is not large enough to adequately 
enforce current regulations. Concerning the funding question he indicated the Univer-
sity has a responsibility under the Code of Iowa. He pointed out that the University 
is audited annually in relationship to laws on fiscal responsibility. He pointed out 
that there was also considerable judgment involved in the approval of expenditures. 
He pointed out that the University is allowed greater flexibility in relationship to 
judgment of expenditures than is given many governmental agencies which are restricted 
to line-by-line expenditure items. He indicated that an audit would be based on 
legal operations and that illegal uses would quickly be detected. He indicated that 
many judgmental decisions would be a matter of interpretation. 
Chairperson Davis proposed the discussion center on the last three lines of the second 
paragraph of part I on page 1 which begins with "an unsupported." Professor Lee Brown 
urged the striking of this section. He indicated that perceptions were the mental and 
psychological measure of individual functioning and should be considered. 
Senator Story indicated that she would support the section as it was now, and pointed 
out that any discussion should include the previous sentence. She pointed out that, 
while we are concerned, we cannot act in a legal capacity. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that the Panel on Faculty Conduct may be able to serve 
as a way of looking into this issue. He indicated he did not believe that the Senate 
could proceed in this matter. 
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Senator Remington indicated that, while he was concerned about this issue, he ques-
tioned what the Senate could do about it. He inquired if the Senate wanted to invite 
the Cedar Falls Police on campus to inspect and conduct an investigation of this 
matter. He responded in the negative, stating that all the Senate should do was to 
refer this concern to the University administration. 
Senator Hallberg stated that to invite the police on campus was the worst idea that 
he had heard mentioned so far. He indicated that we cannot legally review past 
history. He pointed out that if some activity interferes with the operation of the 
EOP Office it will appear in the committee's report. 
Professor Lee Brown indicated that the primary concern is that the students have raised 
an issue and the Senate should address it. He indicated that the study of the per-
ceptions of students in this matter is valuable for the administration to conduct. 
Director Norris Hart indicated that he agreed in principle with Professor Brown, but 
stated that if we are going to look at drug usage, we should look at the entire campus 
and not just a small part of the University community. He indicated that the perception 
should be one of all and not just of a part. He stated that if we are talking of in-
dividuals we need to be talking in terms of proof or be willing to face legal concerns 
and the possible damaging of individual reputations. He indicated any review could 
not be conducted in just one area. He stated the University could not allow judgment 
without adequate proof. 
Senator Glenn questioned why the Senate should look farther into the area of per-
ceptions because if it is there and if the Senate looks farther into the matter it 
will only find that the perceptions are still there. Senator Story indicated that 
perceptions may affect the quality of the program but that these perceptions can be 
addressed later in this report. 
Senator Yager indicated that we are dealing with past performance and that unless 
accusers provide proof, we are at a matter of impasse. She indicated that we need 
to look forward and to ascertain perceptions in the study and to have the admin-
istration deal with those perceptions. 
Senator Sandstrom moved the previous question. Motion passed. 
The action before the Senate was to approve part I on page 1 of the report. The 
motion passed. 
The Senate turned to part II of page 1. Senator Remington moved, Hollman seconded 
to amend the first sentence of part II to read "We believe that the UNI administration 
should arrange for an audit of all EOP program accounts within the University." 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that the audit that has recently been conducted has been 
on an account of $6,000 out of a budget area of $53,000. He stated we have to be 
concerned that the account 00285-520 was not audited. He stated that it should not 
end with this most recent audit. He stated that this current action does not satisfy 
students and that the action creates a crisis of confidence in the administration 
by the students. 
Student Ron Langford inquired if the allegations were true, how the University would 
act. He asked this in relationship to a recent incident concerning the removal of 
the use of a car from Culture House personnel. 
Vice President Martin, responding to Senator Sandstrom, indicated that the 520 
accounts were not audited but that they could be. 
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Chairperson Davis inquired as to what would be the University's response if the 
allegation of misuse of funds could be validated. Vice President Martin indicated 
that the University does receive complaints on the misuse of University vehicles. 
He indicated the University does have a system for responding to these complaints. 
In response to the recent incident concerning personal use of a University vehicle, 
the individual had been instructed not to make use of a University vehicle in this 
manner, and the vehicle had been returned to the University motor pool. 
Senator Remington inquired if an audit was a public document. Vice President Martin 
responded in the affirmative. Senator Remington then stated that if this motion 
passes and UNISA has access to the audit, they could raise any questions they had 
to the evaluation committee. 
UNISA President Martin indicated that he supported Remington's motion. He stated 
that it was important as to who would do the audit. He questioned the review of the 
audit, and wondered if it would be best to have an external agency conduct the audit. 
Mr. CalvinHall asked why the Senate was discussing allegations and stated that the 
allegations are not covered in the document before the Senate. 
Mr. Alex Walker indicated that the Senate must look at the document and not conduct 
an ongoing whipping-boy action. He indicated that a review of some accounts would 
be best conducted by people who are most familiar with the Program and its accom-
plishments. He stated he felt it did not behoove the Senate to allow such discussion 
of allegations to occur. 
Director Hart indicated that most complaints can be explained to the complainant's 
satisfaction if the individuals are given the opportunity. 
Senator Glenn inquired if the Senate was seeking an internal review that would be 
reviewed by an external agent and also an external audit. Senator Hallberg indicated 
that he felt we must trust in a University audit procedure. He stated he felt that 
we could be assured that it would be accurate. He stated there should be an internal 
audit with an external review of that audit. Senator Remington pointed out that 
academic units function differently than outside business units and therefore he 
thought that someone familiar with University actions should take the first review 
of the situation. Senator Story indicated that an external review is less costly 
and time-consuming than the initial audit. 
Question on the amendment was called. The motion to amend passed. 
Question on the main motion as amended was called. The motion as amended passed. 
The Senate turned its attention to part III, section A. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that he felt the Senate had discussed the survey and 
that the item is inherently clear. 
Sandstrom moved, Hollman seconded to endorse part III, section A. Motion passed. 
The Senate turned its attention to part III, section B. 
The question was raised if the Mid-American Association of Educational Opportunity 
Program Personnel had been confirmed. 
Senator Remington stated that this was simply an example and that he knew very little 
about the organization. He stated that this reference came from a desire to identify 
7 
a potential outside overseer. He pointed out that such an agency as the American 
Council on Education and the North Central Association had been suggested but were 
eliminated due to their nature and scope. He indicated that the Mid-American Associ-
ation had been suggested as a possible alternative. He stated that this group was 
used as an example and that other suggestions were welcome. 
Dr. Kirkland indicated that it was very significant to list one organization as an 
example. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that he had suggested that perhaps the President could 
select three distinguished educators to do the evaluation. He indicated that he 
felt it was important that any evaluation team have the confidence of the President 
of the University. He questioned if the administration would support the proposed 
evaluation procedure. Vice President Martin responded by stating that the procedure 
seemed to be reasonable and logical and that the process was an excellent one. 
A student pointed out that students have no confidence in the administration and that 
any procedure that would include local administration would not meet with student 
approval. 
Senator Yager inquired as to who would make the decision on the organization to be 
used. Senator Remington indicated he felt it was up to the facilitator and to the 
appropriate administrative offices. He stated that any group that is involved with 
Minority Group Education would meet the committee's specifications as long as the 
facilitator was satisfied. Vice Chairperson Sandstrom reminded individuals that 
this organization would serve to remove names after the names have been presented 
in the internal process. 
Dr. Kirkland inquired as to the criteria for the selection for potential evaluators. 
Senator Hallberg pointed out that anyone was eligible to make nominations to the Dean 
of Extension. 
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Professor Judy Harrington suggested the potential deletion of the listing of the Mid-
American Association of Educational Opportunity Program Personnel, which would serve 
to eliminate too close an association with any particular group. 
Hallberg moved, Remington seconded to delete from page 3, the last paragraph, the 
fourth and fifth lines from the bottom, the phrase "such a group as, for instance, 
The Mid-American Association of Educational Opportunity Program Personnel." Motion 
passed. 
The question on the motion to approve section B was called. Motion passed. 
The Senate turned its attention to part III, section c. 
Mr. Calvin Hall indicated that his preference to section C, item 1, is that the panel 
consist of all black members. 
Senator Hallberg stated that this was allowed for in the recommendation. 
Hallberg moved, Baum seconded to amend section C, item 1, by striking a phrase in 
line four of "at least two" and to delete everything in the remainder of that para-
graph after thephrase in line five which would end with "UNI EOP Program." 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that while he may agree with this proposal in concept it 
should be pointed out that the Program also serves white students and that he felt 
this recommendation would form a limitation on the scope of the EOP Program evaluation. 
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Director Hart indicated that people would have to be selected who are familiar with 
running similar programs. He also pointed out that it would be very important to 
look closely at the credentials of non-minority members who may be nominated to serve 
on this panel. 
Senator Remington indicated that he wished to speak against the motion because it 
raised a race issue that he felt did not need to be raised. He inquired as to what 
would be the response of individuals if the suggestion was made to exclude Chicanos. 
He pointed out that whites are also served by the Program and that to exclude whites 
from potentially serving on this panel would bother him. He indicated, however, that 
that option is available in the current procedural design. Mr. Calvin Hall indicated 
EOP leadership has traditionally been Black, particularly in the Midwest. He also 
pointed out that legislation that influenced the creation of the EOP Programs was 
designed for Blacks. 
Mr. Ron Langford indicated that the initial desire expressed by the students recommended 
that an evaluation panel not consist of exclusively Black members. 
Ms. Pat Edwards indicated that she supported the idea voiced by ~fr. Hall. She stated 
that experience showed that there are people on campus who know little or nothing 
about the EOP programs and lack empathy in relationship to those programs. 
Professor Judy Harrington mentioned that there was a safeguard mentioned on page 4 
which allows for the acceptability of panel members by the varying review groups 
which would have the power to veto potential nominees. 
Professor Lee Brown indicated he would urge the adoption of the original wording and 
that that wording did not deny the possibility of an all-Black panel. 
Question on the motion to amend was called. Motion to amend was defeated. 
Senator Story, in relationship to item 2 of section C, questioned if one individual 
could fill multiple roles. (Answer: yes.) 
Story moved, Duea seconded to amend line four of part 2 by the substitution of the 
word "one" for the wording "the third." 
Question on the motion to amend was called. Motion to amend passed. 
Question on the main motion as amended was called. Motion as amended passed. 
The Senate turned its attention to part IV. 
Senator Yager questioned the facilitator being made Chair of the team. She indicated 
she felt the team should select their own Chairperson. 
Senator Remington indicated that as a rationale that there existed people in the 
Waterloo/Cedar Falls community that needed to be heard by the team. An on-campus 
facilitator could make the initial contacts and may have the knowledge of local 
people and issues that would facilitate the work of the team. He also pointed out 
that the facilitator was designed to handle scheduling and other arrangements. 
Vice Chairperson Sandstrom indicated that the facilitator could do these functions 
without serving as Chair. He suggested that perhaps the facilitator should be, 
simply, a non-voting member of the panel, and allow the team to select their own 
Chairperson. 
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Sandstrom moved, Hallberg seconded to substitute the word "member" for the word 
"chair" in the third to the last line of the first paragraph on page S, and to 
substitute the word "coordinating" for "administrating" in the last line of the 
same paragraph. 
Senator Baum inquired if this amendment would, in effect, increase the size of the 
evaluation team to four. 
Senator ~emington stated that he thought this amendment was ill-advised. He indicated 
we do not know how the outside members will work together and that advance work would 
need to be done. He stated that if the facilitator was not the chair then the facili-
tator may feel obligated to contact the team members before any actions or arrangements 
were made. 
Question on the motion to amend was called. Motion to amend was defeated. 
Question on the main motion was called. The main motion was approved. 
The Senate turned its attention to part S. Senator Hallberg pointed out that while 
this may be an ambitious schedule it set out the ideals and hopes for prompt action. 
Senator Sandstrom indicated that Vice President Martin has previously endorsed the 
concept mentioned in part S, to the extent that it is practical and possible. He 
stated that he thought the Senate should endorse the concepts as stated in part S. 
Erickson moved, Baum seconded to amend by deletion in the second and third lines of 
section C, the phrase "such as Mid-American Association of Educational Opportunity 
Program Personnel." 
Question on the motion to amend was called. Motion to amend passed. 
Question on the main motion as amended was called. The main motion as amended was 
passed. 
The Chair commended and thanked Senators Hallberg and Remington for their efforts 
which culminated in this report. 
The Senate adjourned at 6:07 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Philip L. Patton, Secretary 
These Minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests are 
filed with the Secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date, Monday, 
February 1, 1982 
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APPENDIX A 
U N I V E R S I T Y 0 F N 0 R T H E R N I 0 W A · Cedar Falls, Iowa 506 1 3 
November 16, 1931 
Department of Chemistry 
AREA 319 273-2437 
Darrel Davis, Chair 
University Faculty Senate 
University of Northern Iowa 
Dear Darrel: 
On November 10, 1980, the University Faculty Senate established 
an ad hoc committee to study the following ~atters: 
1. Review the definitions of Instructional and Noninstructional 
Faculty as found in the Faculty Constitution. 
2. Study the current definitions and applications of the titles 
Adjunct, Lecturer, etc., at UNI. 
J. Present to the Senate the committee's findings and possible 
recommendations. 
The purpose of this letter is to report the deliberations and 
recommendations of this committee to the University Faculty Senate. 
The members of this committee were: 
Paul Rider, Professor of Chemistry, Committee Chair 
James Martin, Vice President and Provost 
Darrel Davis, Associate Professor of Business, Senate Chair 
Elaine Kalmar, Assoc. Prof. of Eng., UF President 
Philip Patton, Assoc. Registrar, P&S Council Chair 
This was the group that initially met to discuss the issues before 
the com~ittee. In subsequent meetings, Bonita Bryant, Assistant Prof. 
and Bibliographer in the Library, represented Prof. Kalmar and United 
Faculty while Susan Chilcott in Public Information Services represented 
the P&S Council (replacing Mr. Patton). 
The maj~r thrust of the committee's efforts was directed toward 
the first item involving faculty definitions as found in the constitution. 
The committee discussed the categories of Instructional and Noninstruc-
tional in light of changes that have occurred on campus in relation 
to collective bargaining as well as in relation to the emergence of 
the Professional and Scientific classification of certain personnel. 
As a result of those discussions, the committee recommends that the 
Constitution of the Faculty of the University of Northern Iowa be 
amended in the following way: 
APPENDIX A coht. 
Proposed amendment to Article 1 (amended to read as follows) 
ARTICLE I: Definition of the Faculty 
1. The University Faculty. The University Faculty shall consist 
of two groups: The Voting Faculty and the Non-voting Faculty. 
1.1 The Voting Faculty. The voting faculty shall consist of 
all those who are appointed to one of the four academic 
ranks- instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, 
or full professor- and who hold a probationary or tenured 
appointment. 
1.2 The Non-voting Faculty. The non-voting faculty shall 
consist of those who hold part-time or full-time temporary 
appointments- lecturers, adjuncts, visiting professors, 
other such designations- that involve teaching and/or 
research responsibilities directly related to the academic 
programs of the University. It shall include emeritus 
faculty and, in addition, all those persons whose original 
appointments both carry faculty status and pre-date the 
adoption of this constitution. 
1.3 Jurisdiction of the Voting Faculty. Limitation on Voting. 
Privilege of motion, second, and debate shall be afforded 
to all members of the faculty during faculty meetings. 
Voting shall be restricted to members of the Voting Faculty. 
Proposed amendment to Article V (amended to read as follows) 
ARTICLE V: Delegation of Functions 
J. Delegation of Functions to the University Faculty Senate. 
J.l (maintain amended version of this section as approved by 
the University Faculty on March Jl, 1980 but modify the 
descri:ption of "non-instructional unit" to "non-voting 
unit.") 
).4 Representation of Voting Faculty. Limitation on Voting. 
Pr~vilege of motion, second, and debate shall be afforded 
to all members of the Senate during Senate meetings. 
Voting shall be restricted to senators who are members of 
the voting faculty. 
The rationale for these changes is fairly straight-forward. The 
previous categories of Instructional and Noninstructional have become 
somewhat obsolete. The business of the faculty should be conducted 
essentially by faculty members who hold academic rank and who have 
been subjected to the process of peer review in obtaining their 
positions. The input of temporary faculty members such as lecturers 
and adjuncts is still provided for but the lack of voting privileges 
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commitment to the University that is anticipated for those who hold 
probationary appointments and for those who have earned tenure. This 
will resolve a long-standing problem of how temporary individuals are 
classified for purposes of devising the annual faculty roste£. 
In regard to emeritus faculty, they are afforded continlng faculty 
status in recognition of their contributions to the University and its 
faculty. Their non-voting status reflects the reality that most of the 
individuals in this category will not have had continuing direct 
contact with the academic programs of the University. However, this 
arrangement provides for their valuable input into the discussion of 
matters of concern for the faculty. 
This arrangement also recognizes the fact that certain individuals 
who do not hold academic rank have had faculty status in the past by 
virtue of their appointments to their positions or by tradition. These 
individuals still have the opportunity for input into faculty decision 
making, although they will not have the voting privilege. 'rhis last 
situation is somewhat mitigated by the fact that most of these individuals 
hold status in the Professional and Scientific Category and this group 
has a representative council that acts on behalf of that category. 
In regard to the professional staff of the Library, those individual s 
who hold academic rank are automatically included in the Voting Faculty. 
For purposes of representation on the Senate, the committee assumes tha t 
some suitable arrangement can be made for these individuals (such as 
having them classified with the Department of Library Science in the 
College of Education). 
The committee also addressed the matter of the use of titles for 
temporary individuals. A memorandum does exist that is dated March 10, 
1978 from Vice President and Provost Martin to the Council of Deans 
that delineates the titles of Lecturer and Adjunct. Other possibilities 
are alluded to but the thrust of the memorandum is in regard to the 
use of these two specific titles. Such appointments have been treated 
by the suggested amendments to the constitution to the extent that 
faculty prerogatives allow. Other titles within the administrative 
hierarchy (such as Assistant and Associate Dean, Assistant to-, etc.) 
are not within the domain of the faculty to determine in regard to 
their appropriate usage but the committee expresses the hope that they 
will be used clearly and within a well-defined framework that is 
consistent throughout the University. 
As the chair of the committee, I would like to express my 
appreciation to the committee members for their assistance (as well 
as for the assistance of Judy Harrington) and request that the 
committee be discharged. 
s(Jl;~lfj 
Paul~er, Chair 
Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Status 




Report to the UNI Faculty Senate from the Hallberg-Remington Committee to 
Establish Procedures for Evaluation of UNI EOP 
(13 January 1982) 
The primary purpose of our report is to recommend procedures for the evaluation 
of the UNI EOP program, and it is on that issue that the preponderance of 
this report focuses. However, two ancillary matters relevant to the program 
were touched upon in the much-publicized student complaints regarding it. 
These two matters have also been raised numerous times by those with whom we 
have consulted prior to drafting this report and we feel that we would be 
remiss not to take note of them. 
I • . Illegal use of drugs . 
This matter was raised in the original student meeting with 
Vice President Martin and has received publicity. Several of 
those who advised the committee addressed themselves to this 
issue. 
But this issue is, quite specifically, a legal one, and cannot be 
the province of an academic evaluation. Those who feel that they 
have sustantive information regarding illegal activity should feel 
obligated to notify the proper legal authorities--and· there is 
little more that we can say on this subject. Obviously, the 
university administration should be sensitive to concerns in this 
area and should do whatever it can to allay the concerns raised by 
the publication of this allegation. At the same time, an unsupported 
allegation--whatever the publicity it may have received--can not 
serve as the basis for any formal university action. 
II. Mismanagement of funds . 
We are pleased that the UNI administration has arranged for an audit 
of EOP program accounts from within the university. Frankly, as a 
committee, we feel that such an audit is ~dequate, reliable and trust-
worthy. Nevertheless, enough concern on this matter has been expressed 
that we feel it advisable to recommend that a review of this audit 
should be conducted by an extramural agency--perhaps, through the state 
auditor's office or perhaps through an independent accounting firm. 
Only an audit reviewed from outside the university will, we think, set 
to rest the concerns of the many who have complained about misuse of 
funds. While, ordinarily, such an extraordinary procedure would not be 
justifiable simply on the basis of some complaints, the fact is that 
this program has not been properly evaluated since its inception and 
serious allegations have been made regarding its use of funds. It is 
the combination of these two facts that seems to us to make it advisable 
for the program's accounts-To be scrutinized by an outside agency. 
Had the program been receiving regular evaluation--as we think it should 
have been--this step would be superfluous; we hope it becomes super-
fluous in the future. 
APPEND I X B cont. 
III. Academic evaluation of the program. 
INTRODUCTION 
In attempting to carry out the task assigned us by the UNI Faculty 
Senate, we solicited advice and suggestion from the UNI faculty and 
student body. Several faculty members did respond to our request 
either in h'riting or through meeting with one or the other of us. 
We scheduled an open meeting for interested students; perhaps because 
of the time constraints (final exam week was really the only possible 
time for the meeting), only two students attended that meeting, but 
the two made specific and helpful suggestions. UNISA President Rusty 
Martin also has been consulted by our committee. We ha~e met with 
President Kamerick, with Vice President Martin, with Norris Hart, with 
Pat Edwards, and with other administrative officers. 
While the various people who offered us advice hold very different 
opinions regarding the current operation of the UNI EOP program, there 
is a surprising degree of unanimity on the way in which the program 
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should properly be evaluated. Our report, then, is basically a consolida-
tion of the viewpoints we have heard into a single document; it is our 
belief that, despite the controversy presently surrounding the EOP 
program at UNI, there is likely to be very little controversy regarding 
the procedures we suggest here. At least those who have made their 
positions on the matter known to us have shown what amounts almost to 
unanimity in their views as to how the evaluation process should be 
conducted. We recommend the following procedures, and suggest they 
become a future basis for regular evaluations of the EOP program. 
A. The first step toward a proper evaluation of any campus program 
must be a self-examination. In a normal departmental evaluation, 
of course, there is a good deal of advance planning that can go into 
such a self-examination. It is unfortunate that because of the 
haste with which the matter of this particular evaluation has 
arisen, and because of the need perceived by all parties for it 
to be conducted as quickly as possible, the self-examination will 
have to begin immediately. Nevertheless, the need seems 
imperative. Thus, we recommend that the director of the EOP 
program and his administrative staff immediately begin organizing a 
file treating their own perceptions of the program. This file 
should contain all materials relative to the establishment of the 
EOP program and its services at UNI (e.g., the "Committee of Five" 
report, UNI Faculty Senate Minutes relevant to the establishment 
of the program, Board of Regents• statements pertinent to the issue, 
and any other such materials as the EOP staff considers appropriate). 
At the same time, the staff should prepare its own statement descriptive 
of the goals their program has sought to meet since· its inception, 
and an evaluation of the success of these efforts. Since, as we 
will indicate below, the entire evaluation of the program should be 
undertaken this semester, and since the self-examination is a necessary 
first step in this direction, it seems essential that this self-
examination be completed no later than the first week in March 1982. 
• 
B. 
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further, as part of the internal self-examination of the program, 
the Office of Student Research should be advised to undertake an 
examinatipn of the data regarding the academic success of students 
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in the EOP program, and should prepare a summary statement on this 
data. Additionally, insofar as possible -in the limited time available, 
the Office of Student Research should undertake a sampling of student 
opinion regarding the program--with primary emphasis on the opinion 
of students who have been directly involved with the program.on the 
UNI campus. The materials gathered by the Office of Student 
Research would become an independent part of the internal self-
examination of the program. Again , this file .of materials should be 
completed, insofar as possible, by the first week in March 1982. 
Outside Evaluation 
With complete unanimity, all those who have made their views known 
to the committee have urged that the main evaluation of the program 
should be undertaken by a body from outside the university itself, 
and from outside the state of Iowa. The committee agrees with this 
position. Further, while various suggestions have been made 
~garding the size of the evaluating body, the committee finds 
itself recommending a three-person group. A smaller body, the 
committee thinks, would be too narrow in focus; a larger one would 
inevitably become less efficient and more slow in its work. 
The construction of this group presents certain problems. 
Inevitably, the membership on this body will have to be initiated 
from on-campus. Yet, to satisfy the many concerns regarding the 
absolute impartiality of the body, some extramural determination 
of its membership also seems necessary. 
We recommend that the on-campus aspect of organizing this body be 
placed in the hands of a senior administrator whose office is not 
ordinarily involved with the EOP program. A reasonable choice 
would be the Dean of Extension and Continuing Education. 
This administrative officer will be charged with soliciting from 
all parties (students, faculty, and administration} the names of 
reasonable candidates to serve on the evaluating body. All 
nominations should be received by this office no later than the 
second week in February. 
The admin1strative officer should then prepare a panel of the submitted 
names, with a notation of the credentials and experience of each 
nominee. This panel should be circulated to the Academic Vice 
President and the the President of the University, to the EOP staff, 
to the President of UNISA, and to the chair of the UNI FAculty 
Senate--each of whom could suggest deletions from the panel. We 
would like to see the remaining names on the list submitted to an 
agency from outside the university which is involved in the problems 
of minority educationl;tDt~/A/~t~~/Jfd~l¥diiidd~/11~d1MtdL 
~vfq~~~~~~Q«1~t10nlofi~~Atppari~~tii1Pr~~ta~IP~fs6h~~ 
Such a body, through whatever officer it might deem appropriate, 
could delete from the list any name which it did not find suitable 
for the evaluating of the UNI EOP program. 
= 
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Presumably, during the same time as the administrative officer was 
soliciting nominations for the body from the campus community, he or she 
could also be arranging with an officer of the outside agency for agreement 
for that agency to serve as a screening board for those nominations. Once 
the nominations had been received (by the second week in February), the 
agency could be informed of the names and serve in its screening function. ! 
The end result will be that the administrative officer will be left with 
a panel of names, none of which have been objected to by the on-campus 
figures noted above, and none of which have been rejected by the outside 
agency. 
C. Make-up of the panel 
In establishing the evaluating body, we recommend that the administrative 
officer--as well as those making nominations--be mindful of the following 
criteria: 
1. While it is unfortunate that race serve as a criterion in such 
a matter, enough comment has been voiced on this issue to our 
committee that we feel it is an unavoidable concern. Therefore, 
we recommend that the three member panel include at least two 
members who belong to minority races served by the-UNI EOP program, 
and that at least one of the members be Black. (The 11 at least" 
provisoeslnoted above should be understood as permitting the 
creation of an all-Black committee; we are specifying only that the 
committee ought, minimally, to include one Black member, and one 
other member of a minority served by UNI EOP, which otherlmember 
may also be Black.) 
2. One of the three: committee members should be a high-ranking 
administrator of an institution closely involved with minority 
education. One member of the committee should have significant recent 
experience administering a program similar to UNI EOP. !i;lr!liti1Y.rA One 
member should be one who, as faculty member or as admini.strator, 
has some experience with the education or counseling of a student 
clientele roughly similar to that served by UNI EOP. 
IV. One-campus coordination of evaluators• visit(s) 
One obvious difficulty of having the entire evaluation team be from 
outside the institution is that, as a result, no member of the team will 
have any intimate knowledge of the history of the program at UNI, nor a 
sensitivity to many of the 1 oca l prob 1 ems ·the program faces. Therefore 
we think it essential that the efforts of the visitors be coordinated by 
a local facilitator. To maintain the credibility of the entire process, 
we think that this person should not be a member of the UNI administration, 
but should be a UNI faculty member with a sensitivity to the history of 
UNI and of the EOP program. We recommend that this coordinator be a past 
chair of the UNI Faculty, if at all possible. Presumably, a past faculty 
chair has been shown, by election to that office, to have the faculty's 
confidence and will possess the kind of knowledge that we think is 
critical for the on-campus facilitator .. We state flatly that this task 
will be an onerous burden for the individual selected, and we therefore 
see it as essential that the UNI administration arrange for the facilitator 
to receive release from normal academic duties proportional to the amount 
of time that the facilitating job will require. (Our presumption is 
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that the administration and the facilitator will reach mutual agreement 
on this matter.) 
It will be the facilitator's function to arrange for appropriate 
housing and transportation for the evaluators during their stay. 
More important, this facilitator will arrange with the visitors 
for the length of time and the number of visits they will make, 
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and will arrange for them to be supplied with such additional information 
as they need. Further, this faci 1 i tator can make suggestions to the 
visiting team regarding local people whom they should consult with while 
they are here. In fact, it would be our suggestion that, unless either 
the visitors or the facilitator object, the facilitator should function 
as a non-voting chair of the visitation team; that way no member of 
the team itself will be responsible for dealing with the task of 
administering the team's visit. 
V. Schedule suggestions 
A. The self-examination of the program should begin immediately, and 
be completed by l March. 
B. The solicitation of nominations for the team should begin as soon 
as the evaluation procedures are agreed to be the UNI administration 
and the process should be effectively "closed" by 14 February. 
C. Simultaneously with (B), the appropriate administrative officer should 
be seeking the agreement of some outside or~~nization,/~~~~~ 
· t.fi.tV-Anie'm.tari I ll.<ishti it'lbh/ ~Ji tMilta'iiloM1 lfip'pM-tari-v'tiYI Pf.dcjrlalnl Pc!rlsloiJ~lV,I 
to carry out the screening process described in III.B, above, and 
the UNI administration should make every effort to prevail on one 
of the past chairs of the UNI faculty. to serve as facilitator. Both 
of these steps should also be completed by 14 February. 
D. Both the internal and external screening of nominees should be 
completed as soon as is possible after 14 February. and not later 
than l March. The administrator responsible for coordinating the 
screening can handle the process as he or she thinks best, but we 
see no reason why all screenings cannot be handled concurrently 
rather than sequentially. 
E. No later than 1 March, then, an on-campus facilitator will have 
been chosen, and a list of acceptable candidates for the visiting 
team will have been compiled. At that point, the facilitator should 
meet with the President of the University or with the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs to establish a rank-ordering of the candidates 
deemed .. acceptable .. by the screening process. We presume that the 
facilitator and the administrative officer will be able to reach 
agreement on such a list; if they are not able to do so, though, 
the facilitator--as the faculty representative, should report the 
impasse to the UNI Faculty Senate. The facilitator and the administra-
tion will then coordinate their efforts to recruit the members of the 
visitation team. We would hope that, by telephone, at least tentative 
agreements to serve could be obtained from prospective visitors 
within the first half of March, and copies of the files produced by 
the self-examination could be sent to them. 
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F. Timing and number of visits are problematic factors. Obviously, the 
funding for the visits will have to be supplied by the administration. 
We feel that the administration, the on-campus facilitator, and the 
visitors themselves may aJT have v1ews on the number and length · 
appropriate for the team's visit(s). The facilitator will make 
, every effort to harmonize the team members' views with those of the 
administration (and will report to the UNI Faculty Senate in the case 
of an impasse). If at all possible, though, we would like t~e visitors 
to have concluded their on-campus work before the last week in April, 
and to have issued a preliminary report {which would indicate any 
major problems they had felt to exist within the program) prior to 
7 May 1982. This preliminary report should immediately be circulated 
to the administration, to UNISA, and to the Faculty Senate. That 
report and any administration response to the report could be the 
substance of a 10 May meeting of the Senate. In particular, the 
administration could make known at that time any immediate action 
which it considered to be necessary or appropriate for the functioning 
of EOP in the Fa11 of 1982. 
G. The full and complete final report of the visitation team will be 
made available to the university during the summer. This report 
should be circulated to the Faculty Senate, and to UNISA, as well 
as to the administration. Early in the Fall semester of 1982, the 
administration should report to the Senate on its response to the 
visitors' document, and on any further action that it recommends. 
H. At all points, in the light of the publicity this matter has received, 
it will be the administration's responsibility to keep the media 
informed of the progress of these procedures. 
